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CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION REPORT ON

COMMERCIAL VESSEL FOULING IN
CALIFORNIA:

AMALYSIS, EVALUATION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS TO REDUCE
NONINDIGENOQUS SPECIES RELEASE FROM THE
NON-BALLAST WATER VECTOR

Produced for the
California State Legislature

By
L. Takata, M. Falkner and 5. Gilmore
California State Lands Commigsion
Marine Facilities Division
April 2006
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California State Lands Commission
Marine Invasive Species Program
Hull Husbandry Reporting Form
Public Resources Code — 71205(e) and T1205(f)
June &, 2008
Part I: Reporting Form

Responsible Officers Name and Title:

Date Submifted (Day/Monthivean ] |
Hull Husbandry Information

1. Since delivery, has this vessel ever been removed from the water for maintenance?
Yes[ | MNol[]

a. If Yes, enter the date and location of the most recen: water maintenance:

Last date out of water (Day/Month/Year)

Port or Position:

2. Were the submerged portions of the vessel coated with an anti-fouling treatment or
coating during the out-of-water maintenance or shipbuilding process listed above?

3. For the most recent full coat application of anti-fouling treatment, what type of anti-
fouling treatment was applied and to which specific sections of the submerged
portion of the vessel was it applied?

Applied on (Check all that apply): Hull Sides| | Hull Bottom[ | SeaC
Sea Chest Gratings[_| Propeller[_] :JE Guard/Propeller

|
Previous Docking Blocks[_ | Thrusters[ | Rudder| | Bilge Keels[ |
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r Cleaning by Vessel Class
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bandry Practices Overview
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Floerl and Coutts (2009)
Port of Singapore, May 2009. Images: A. Coutts, May 2009
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